William Parker P '!B G“IGmi IEII ‘
8742 Hupp Ave , Warren, MI 48089 ntL

DEC - 5 2005 November Z, 2005 &12 PM

Senator Debbie Stabenow
11.5. Senate

133 Hart Senate Office Building FCC -M A“_ROOM

Washingten, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Stabenow:

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF)
collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USE is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more inte the system. I the FCC changes that system to
a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limived resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, @ style="text-decoration: none; border-bottom: 3px double;
href-"http://warwr serverlogic.com/lm/rt]3.aspsi-24&rk-prepaidtb20wireless’ onmouseover-"window status='prepaid wireless'; return true;'
onmouseout-"window.status="; return true; >prepaid wireless¢/a» users, seniot citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give
up their phones due to unatfordable monthly increases on their hills. Shifting the flunding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume
users is radical and unnecessary. Inaddition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date
information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or
"pass along' these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. Asa consumer [ would like ensure I am charged kairly, }f the FCC goes toa
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to a flat fee system scon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request you pass along my concerns
to the FCC on 1y behalf, letting them know how a flat [ee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and [ look [orward to hearing about your position en this matter.
Sincerely,
William Parker

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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Nancy Evans RECEVEL w iNSPECTED

306 ROOSVELT AVE , Wagoner, OK 74467-4807

DEC - 5 2005

Navember 2, 2005 4:26 PM

Representative John Sullivan
118, House of Representatives F(:C - MA'LROOM
114 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Sullivan:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Comnissions' (FCC}) position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF)
collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change propesed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis, People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes that system to
a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential
and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from
high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which ! am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date
information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or
“pass along’ these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As 2 consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. 1f the FCC goes toa
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to 4 flat fee system soon and without legislatian.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word ta my community. I request you pass along my concerns
to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Nancy Evans

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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Robert Dean

16 Henry Rd , Brooklyn, CT 06234-1533 m

November 2, 2005 3:52 PM

DEC - 5 2005

Senator Chris Dodd
1IS. Senate

448 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001 FCC - MAILHOOM

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Dodd:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (USE)
collection method to amonthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC,

As you know, TJSF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes that system to
a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance 2 month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cavse many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential
and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to nnaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from
high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have 2 highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date
information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or
‘pass along’ these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goestoa
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
toa flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass along my concetns
to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a Hat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Robert Dean

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress



Jimuny Collard m ' ﬂTED
2 Spreading Oaks CT, Angleton, TX 77515

DEC - 5 2005 November 2,2005 427 PM

Senator Kay Hutchison
[1.5. Senate
284 Russell Senate Office Building FCC ~ MAILRO@_A__J

Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Federal-State Joint Board on [niversal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Flutchison:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the Universal Sexvice Fund (USE)
collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. Peaple who use more pay more into the system. 1f the FCC changes that system to
a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized tor daing so.

A fat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential
and rurzl consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from
high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ ama member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date
information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that lederal law does not require companies to recover, or
"pass along” these fees o their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged [airly. If the FCC goestoa
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC offictals, the FCC has plans to change
toa flat fee system soon and without Jegislation.

T will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass along my concerns
to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Jirnmy Collard
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Linda Andrews W SPECT Eﬁj

P.0. Box 97, Canterbury, CT 06331-0097

DEC - 5 2005 November 2, 2005 3:46 PM

Senator Joe Lieberman

[1.S. Senate
706 Hart Senate Office Butlding FGC - MA‘LROOM

Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board en Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Lieberman:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF)
collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, lamily and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the untair change proposed by the FCC.

As vou know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system, which is only fair. This reminds me
of those *one-price-regardless-of-size' mattress ‘sales.’ Those aren't true sales. Why should someone who needs a king or queen size pay the
same price as somecne who needs only a twin? The same is true [or phone setvice. Why should someone who uses dozens, even hundreds, of
long-distance minutes pay the same low rate as someone who uses very few, if any? There's no fairness in that. If the FCC changes the system to
a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month, Constituents who use their imited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. Why
is it that the government always takes the most from those who have the least? You can't get blood from a stone! Stop robbing from the poor
(and middle class) to give to the rich because the poor and the middle class just don't have it to give!

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential
and rural consumers, to give up their phones due w unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from
high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have 2 highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date
information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or
*pass along' these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged faitly. 1fthe FCC goestoa
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
toa flat fee system soon and without legislation.

[ wilt continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1request you pass along my concerns
to the FCC on my behall, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and Ileok forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Linda Andrews Canterbury, CT

ec: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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Rudolph Brunn Wﬂu v ECTED ‘

168 Hart Rd , Spencer, NY 14883-9796

pEC ~ 5 2005 November 2, 2005 8:23 PM

Senator Hillary Clinton

1.5, Senate ( )‘ )N‘
476 Russell Senate Office Building FOC - MA““H
Washington, NC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Clinton:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federa! Communications Commissjons' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF)
collection method to 2 monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basts. People who use more pay more inte the system.  If the FCC changes that system to
# flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential
and rural consumers, to give up their phones due o unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USFE from
high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps ine informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date
information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While § am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or
"pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure [ am charged faitly. If the FCC goestoa
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to 2 flat fee system soon and without legislation.

[ will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass along my concerns
to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a Hat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Rudolph A. Brunn,168 Hart Rd.,Spencer NY 14883

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress



(RECGEWED® 1. ECTED

DEC ~ b 2005

David Hardy
7864 Cobblestone Ct, Verona, W1 53593-9619 -

November 2, 2005 6:51 PM

Senator Russell Feingold

U5, Senate

506 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, NC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Feingold:

I have very serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Comrmissions’ {FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (1JSF)
collection method to 2 monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently cellected en a revenue basis. People whe use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes that system to
a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount inte the fund as someone
who uses zerc minutes of long distance 2 month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential
and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from
high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on smzll businesses all across
America. My son-in-laws Pizza business is a classic example.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date
information on their website, including links to FCC information. While | amn aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or
“pass along' these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes toa
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top IFCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to z flat fee system soon and without legislation.

[ will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1request you pass along my concerns
to the FCC on my behalf, letting thern know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued werk and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,
Sincerely,
David Hardy

¢t FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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Eleanor Sheeren RECENED f}. INSPECTED

10800 Yorktown Xing , Carmel, IN 46032-8668

DEC - 5 2005 November 3, 2005 12:12 PM

Representative Dan Burton
U.5. House of Representatives FOC - MA'LHOOM
2185 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Burton:

| have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund
{USF} collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be
negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes
that system to a Vat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources
wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

Sincerely, Eleanor Sheeren

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the
funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly
detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to
date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While | am aware that federal law does not require companies
to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged
fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with fop
FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

| will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. | request you pass along
my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could dispropertionately affect those in your
constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and | look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,
Eleanor Sheeren

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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lorene farmer

Navember 2,2005 8:38 PM

i ~

569 ready mix rd , harlan, KY 40831-2529 mm‘:u Tt eTED
- § 2005

Senator Jim Bunning DEC 5 2

1J.5. Senate

316 Hart Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510-0001 FCC - MAILROOM

Suhject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Bunning:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF)
collection method to a menthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively irpacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As youknow, USE is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 1f the FCC changes that system to
@ flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their ltmited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat lee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential
and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from
high volume to kow-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with menthly newsletters and up to date
information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I amaware that federal law <oes not require companies to recover, or
"pass along' these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. H the FCC goes toa
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to a fat fee system soon and without legislation.

T will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass along my concerns
to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know haw a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect these in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

lorene farmer

¢¢: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress




Fllen Farrell o NPT
1830 N. Atlantic Ave. C103 , Cocoa Beach, FL 32941 st LAEEE

November 2,2005 6:18 PM
Representative Dave Weldon

DEC - 5 2003
U.S. House of Representa.ttives
2347 Rayburn House Office Bldg. FCC -MAI LROW

Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Weldon:

T'have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communicarions Commissions' {FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (USE}
cellection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes that system to
a flat fee, that means that someene who uses one thousand minutes 2 month of long distance, pays the same amount inte the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential
and rura! consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from
high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date
information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not reqjuire companies to recover, or
"pass along ' these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes toa
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to moniter developments on the issue and continue to spread the word te my community. Irequest you pass along my cencerns
ta the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,
Ellen Farrell

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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DEC - b 2003

k darr
1605¢cr6 b, leadville, CO 80461

November 2,2005 2.02 PM

Senator Wayne Allard

{1.5. Senate

521 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-000t

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-43

Dear Senator Allard:

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) posttion to change the Universal Service Fund (UISF)
collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I the FCC changes that system to
a flat fee, that means that someone whe uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential
and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from
high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date
information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or
"pass along" these [ees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer ] would like ensure I am charged [airly. If the FCC goestoa
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
toa flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to moniter developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my comnwmity. I request you pass along my concerns
to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued wark and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

kenneth r darr

¢¢: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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[RECEVED. i CCTED |

Raymond McGee Ef‘ - R 7005

2418 OrleansSt , Highlandtown, MD 21224-1025

FCC - MAILROOM November 3,2005 1116 PM

Senator Barbara Mikulski

U.S. Senate

303 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20513-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Univetsal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Mikulski:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC} position to change the Universal Service Fund (USFE)
collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue hasts. People who use more pay more into the system.  if the FCC changes that system to
a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents wha use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential
and rurzl consurmers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting che funding burden of the UISF from
high volume to low-volurne users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date
information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or
*pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I'would like ensure 1am charged fairly. If the FCC goes toa
numbets taxed, my service will cost more. And acrording to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
toa [lat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. Treguest you pass along my concerns
to the FCC on my beha'f, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately atfect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I Jook farward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Raymond McGee

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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DEC - 5 2005
Arleen Mendicino
800 N. Main St. Apt. F, Willamstown, NJ 08094 | £GC - M AILmn

November 2,2005 355 PM

Senator Jon Corzine

115 Senate

302 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, IDC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Pederal-State joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Corzine:

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal S8ervice Fund {USF)
collection method to 2 monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As youknow, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the systerm.  If the FCC changes that system to
a fat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of leng distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance 2 month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-velume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential
and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from
high volume to low-volume users is radica! and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
Armerica,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date
information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or
*pass 2long" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goestoa
numbers taxed, my service will cost mare. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

[ will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request you pass along my concerns
to the FCC onmy behalf, letting them know how a Hat fee tax conld disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thark you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your positien on this matter.
Sincerely,
Arleen mendicine 800 N. Main St., Apt. F8 Williamstown, NJ 08064

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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Carolyn Albert W“’ﬂ

12406 Canfield Ln, , Bowie, MD 20715

DEC - 5 2003
FGC - MAILROOM

Novemnber 2, 2005 12:07 PM

Representative Steny Hoyer

.5, House of Representatives

1703 Longworth House Office Bldg,
Washington, NC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Hoyer:

T can?t understand exactly who will benefit from changing the USF collection methed toa flat fee. It certainly will not be me. I live on a fixed
income and am very caretul about my long distance telephone use. Why should part of my budget for foed and heat go to subsidize those who
can well afford to pay their fair share of this fund? This is just another tax on the poor to benefit the rich.

If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should
not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential
and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from
high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date
information on their websire, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or
"pass along' these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goestoa
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to 2 flat fee system soon and without legislation,

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request you pess along my concerns
to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and Tlook forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely, Carolyn L. Albert Bowie, MD

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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Joyce Cherf WQTFD

25320 Beck Road , Novi, MI 48374

DEC - 5 2005 November 2,2005 4:44 PM

Senator Carl Levin
(1.8. Senate

269 Russell Senate Office Building FCC - MAILROOM

Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Levin:

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communtcations Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF)
collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC,

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People wha use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes that system to
a [Tt fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount inta the fund as someane
who uses zero minutes of long distance 2 month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing sc.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential
and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from
high volume to low-volume users s radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on smzll businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date
information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or
"pass along' these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. 1f the FCC goestoa
numbers raxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to a flat fee systemn soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word ta my community. I request you pass along my concerns
to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and [ look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

I did not write the above letter but I completely agree with it. We are very conservative and very rarely use long distance phone service so a flat
rate would be an unfair tax on us for something we almost never use!

Sincerely,
Joyce Cherf

¢¢: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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Anne Kurtz m lNSPECTED

37625-37th Ave. So. , Auburm, WA 98001-8739

DEC - 5 2005 November 4, 2005 2:17 AM

Representative Adam Smith

U.S. House of Representatives FCC - MA‘LROOM

227 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Smith:

{ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF)
collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF 15 currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the systemn. If the FCC changes that system to
a flat fee, that means that somecne who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount inte the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepatd wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential
and rural consumers, to give up their phenes due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from
high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. [n addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all zcross
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the TSF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date
information on their website, including links to FCC information. While Iam aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or
"pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like to ensure I am charged fairly. 1f the FCC goes to
anumbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change toa flat fee system scon and without legislation,

1 will contirue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. Trequest you pass along my concerns
to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax ceuld disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you [or your continued work and [ look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Anne Kurtz

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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RECEIVED & IN:.. _TED

DEC - 5 2005

L S — ECCMAILBOOM -

1208 §. Willow , Ottawa, KS 66067

November 3, 2005 2:09 AM

Senator Pat Roberts

1.5 Senate

109 Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

1dear Senator Roberts:

I have sertous concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' {FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF)
collection method to a menthly flat fee. Because I ama low-volume long distance user, this will negatively affect me.

If the FCC changes that system tu a fat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount inte the fund as someone whoe uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should
not be penalized for doing so. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

I understand that the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without [egislation. [ request you pass along my concerns to the FCC
on my hehalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could dispropartionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and [ look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Jan Lee

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress




RECEWVET: (. INSPECTED

ELLIOTT MASSRY

1703 LEGION ST. , MYRTLE BEACH, SC 29577-3512 i iE t: - E; ZUU5
FGC - MAILROOM

November 2, 2005 4:17 PM

Senator Jim Demint

U S, Senate

340 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Demint:

I have serjous concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF)
collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, TISF is currently collected on a revenue basis. Peopie who use more pay more into the system. [ the FCC changes that system to
a flat fee, that means that somecne who uses one thousand minutes 2 month of long distance, pays the same amount inte the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless usets, senior citizens and low-income residential
and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from
high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental efect on small businesses all across
America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date
information on their wehsite, inctuding links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or
"pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goestoa
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
toa flat fee system soon and without legislation.

T will continue to monitor develaprnents on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass along my concerns
to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how 2 flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

AND PLEASE DONT INCREASE PHONE BILLS 1000% 1!

ITS BAD ENOUGH WITH BILLS & BILLS Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this
matter.

Sincerely,
ELLIOTT MASSRY

c¢: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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DENNIS PHILLIPS eyt |

w-..-
2124 SE 53RD AVENUE , HILLSBORO, OR 97123 RECENED boico Y 'ee

November 2, 2005 11:20 PM

Senator Gordon Smith

U.S. Senate

404 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Se Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Smith;

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ {FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF)
collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system  1f the FCC changes that systemto
a [lar fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month, Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential
and rural consurmers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from
high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date
information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or
“pass along' these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. if the FCC goestoa
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change
to 2 flat fee systemn soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue tospread the word to my community. [ request you pass along my concemns
to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and T look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,
DENNIS PHILLIPS

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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Amy Creasy M
517 Joseph Dr. , Fainhm%s

The Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

November 27, 2005 01:10 AM

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear The Federal Communications Commission:

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. Iurge you to oppose this plan. I am one
of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat fee plan.
The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid cellular
phones or make few long distance calls.

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping the flat
fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear from me
again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American.

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls would
pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-volume and
primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund burden as high-
volume residential or business customers. 1 urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal.

Thank you.

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress

Sincerely,

s

Amy Creasy
cC:

Representative Jerry Costello
Senator Dick Durbin
Senator Barack Obama
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_I')ﬁfid Law
1935 Wyorning St. , Bremerton, WA 98310-4755

RECEVED & i.. .. ECTED

November 1, 2005 3:53 PM

Senator Patty Murray DEC - 5 2005
U.S. Senate
173 Russell Senate Office Building FCC - MAILROOM

‘Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Murray:

I have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress’s (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a "Use" basis. People who use more pay more into the system. The FCC
proposal changes that system to a flat fee, the result being that someone who uses one thousand long distance minutes
a month pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero long distance minutes a month. Why should
your constituents who use long distance very little, if at all, subsidize those who use it most? This is a move to shift
the fee totally onto the backs of the "little guy" and allow businesses and corporations to use long distance at their
expense. And that is fair?

Is this America or is this China?

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links.to FCC information, While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I resent being unfairly gouged - especially at the hand of the government.

If the FCC proposal is enacted, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top
FCC officials, the FCC plans to change to a flat fee system soon and WITHOUT ADDITIONAL legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I l_oOk forward t"(_)l' heanng about your }Sosition on this matter.

'
T
"

Sincerely,

David Law | ' ’; “ ' o X , \ 1 ( sl %

ce: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress Cew o * K., of (;0'“98 rec’d ) O
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Glen Jones
. L

7 Suncrest Drive , Conklin, NY 13748-0000

RECEVED & IN_..-ECTED November 1, 2005 3:38 PM
Senator Hillary Clinton _
1J.S. Senate DEC - § 2005
476 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001 FCC - MAILROOM

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Clinton:

I have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress’s (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, senior citizens and low-income
residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would
have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information, While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. Asa consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Glen Jones

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress



Connie Major : - - ~ ]

923 N. Olive St , Santa Ana, CA 92703-2331 ﬁgi :EiaEii § iiiul mepy =g

5 2005 November 10,2003 12:24 PM

Representative Lovetta Sanchez DEC

1.8, House of Representatives

1230 Longworth House Office Building n ROOM
FCC - MAIL _

Washingron, NC 20515-000]

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Sanchez:

I have serious concerns regardityg the Federa! Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF)
collection method to a monthly FLAT FEE.

USFis currently collected on a revenue basis, People who use more pay mere into the system Constituents whe use their limited resources
wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A [at fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like MYSELF, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
thetr bills,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member. As a consumer I would like ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more,

1 request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting themn know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect MANY LIKE
ME WHO DONT USE LONG DISTANCE SERVICES.

Thank you for your continued work and 1look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Connie Major

cC:
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Bill E. Shoemaker
123 8. 68th St. , Broken Arrow, OK 74014-691

.ECT

ECEVED ¢

DEC - b 2003
Senator James Inhofe
U.S. Senate FCC - MA\LROOM
453 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

November 1, 2005 11:30 AM

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Inhofe:

1 have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress's (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF} collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and
neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-ipcome residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure that I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service wiil
cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a
flat fee system soon and without legislation. This fee should remain a usage fee, not a flat fee for all users.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. Irequest you
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in vour constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and [ look forward to hearing from you about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Bill E. Shoemaker

ce:
FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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Kathy Wieland
108 Fox Haven Lane , Saint Albans, VT 05478
RECEIVED & IN_. zCTED

November 1, 2005 11:24 AM

Representative Bernie Sanders DEC - b 2005
U.5. House of Representatives

2233 Rayburmn House Office Building FCC - MAILROOM
Washington, DC 20515-0001 '

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Sanders:

I have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress's (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and
neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-velume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes 1o a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you

pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Kathy Wieland

cc:
FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress

Ro. 6f Cogias ree

———



